
 

Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group Meeting #16 

27th November 2017, Tarran Room, Village Hall, Hutton Rudby 

 

1. Attendance & Apologies 

Attending: Allan Mortimer (Chair), Karen Consterdine, Adrian Davey, Mike Fenwick, Liam 

Percy, Richard Redmond  

Katie Atkinson (KVA). 

 

41 members of the public (approx.) 

Apologies: Roise Danjoux, Bridget Fortune, Tom Pickering, Derek Simpson. 

The Chairman opened the meeting by noting that there was a larger attendance than usual for 

Steering Group meetings, and that as it might be the first such meeting attended by some 

people he would give a brief introduction to the Neighbourhood Plan before moving on to the 

published agenda.  This included: 

 Introduction of the Steering Group members and their role in the process 

 The role of the Steering Group advisor, Katie Atkinson (KVA planning) 

 Responsibilities of the Steering Group and Parish Council 

 Current status of the Neighbourhood Plan 

 Meeting protocols. 

The Chairman advised that all agenda items are open for public participation, but that should a 

formal vote be required, only Steering Group members can vote.  He also asked that anyone 

wishing to raise issues connected with site selection should do so under item 4. 

Note: This was a routine Steering Group meeting rather than a public meeting so no special 

arrangement had been made to make a verbatim record of public contributions. 

2. Procedural Issues 

 

a) Minutes Of 2nd October 2017 Steering Group Meeting 

Accepted. 

 

b) Minutes Of 25th October 2017 Site Selection Meeting (including addendum) 

Accepted. 

 



c) Actions from Previous Meetings. 

 

Not discussed. 

 

d) Contacts With Landowners / Developers / Agents 

 

Various follow up communications to the site selection meeting, including obtaining 

confirmation from a representative of each of the preferred sites that they were willing to 

engage in the development of a site design brief. 

 

3.  Costs / Budget 

 

The Chairman advised that the completion cost estimate now assumes that the project schedule 

would be extended by 3 months to align with the HDC Local Plan schedule. A budgetary estimate 

of £1,400 for a Heritage Impact Assessment and approx. £1,000 for costs arising from the 

schedule extension have been included.  Under the current funding rules we should be able to 

access additional grants from Locality to cover the cost increase. 

 

The Chairman advised that extension of the project schedule would need to be agreed with 

Locality as it goes beyond the agreed end date for grant expenditure.  Informal enquiries 

suggested that a request for a time extension was likely to be approved.  It was agreed that the 

Chairman should submit a variation request to Locality. 

 

Action: Allan Mortimer 

 

a) Costs to precept which cannot be recovered (incurred before HDC Grant was awarded)  

2nd June £16.00 Room Hire (1 hour) Village Hall Main Room (Team Meeting) 

9th June £26.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Village Hall Johnson Room (Team Meeting) 

22nd June   £32.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Village Hall Main Room (Team Meeting) 

4th July   £14.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

21st July     £0.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Village Hall Main Room (Team Meeting) 

1st August     £14.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

5th September   £14.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

Total £116.00 

 

b) Costs incurred to  date set against HDC grant are listed below: 

3rd October £14.00  Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

7th November   £14.00  Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

15th November £504.00 Questionnaire printing 

5th December   £14.00  Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

6th February £14.00  Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

6th March £755.80 Planning Consultant Fees 

6th March £14.00  Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

3rd April £14.00 Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

25th Sept                     £12.15 Printing Charges 

Total £1355.95 

 

 



c) Costs To Date From 27th April 2017 to be set against Locality Grant 

2nd May £14.00  Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

2nd May £127.90  Consultant attendance at Steering Group (2 hours plus expenses)   

5th June £14.00  Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

5th June  £127.90  Consultant attendance at Steering Group (2 hours plus expenses) 

12th June £527.90 Consultant preparation time & attendance at workshop 

30th June £500.00 Consultant fees – critical friend quarterly charge 

1st July £252.90 Consultant fees – attendance at drop-in consultation 

3rd July £77.90 Consultant attendance at Steering Group (2 hours plus expenses) 

3rd July £14.00  Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

7th August £127.90 Consultant attendance at Steering Group 

7th August      £14.00  Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

4th Sept      £14.00  Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

24th Sep £152.90 Consultant attendance at developer presentations 

28th Sep £500.00 Consultant fees – critical friend quarterly charge 

2nd Oct £14.00  Room Hire (2 hour) Chapel Schoolroom (Steering Group) 

2nd Oct       £127.90 Consultant attendance at Steering Group 

25th Oct       £302.90 Consultant attendance at Site Selection Meeting 

28th Oct       £1,400.00 Consultant policy writing 

27th Nov       £127.90 Consultant attendance at Steering Group 

Total £4,438.00 

 

Total Cost Incurred: £5,909.95 

d) Estimated Costs Post 27th November to End Mar 2018 To be funded by Locality Grant 

 £3,850.00 Planning Consultant – policy writing (11 days @ £350) 

 £500.00 Planning Consultant – critical friend services (fixed fee) 

 £255.80 Planning Consultant – steering group meetings (2 @ 2 hrs + travel) 

 £28.00 Meeting Room Hire (2 @ £14) 

       (214.80) Unallocated / (Overspend)   Overspend funded from HDC Grant/precept 

 £4,419.00  

 

e) Estimated Costs in 2018  to be funded by HDC grant / other sources 

 
 214.80 Locality overspend 

 £1,400.00 Heritage Impact Assessment (budget estimate) 

 £1,000.00 Planning Consultant – critical friend services (fixed fee) 

 £1,000.00 Printing Costs – draft NP for consultation 

 £511.60 Planning Consultant – steering group meetings (4 @ 2 hrs + travel) 

       £56.00 Room Hire (4 @ £14) 

 £4,182.40 

 

f) Remaining Funding Sources (to cover costs of items listed in e) 

HDC: £1,644.05  Estimate of unused grant at 2nd Oct  

Locality: £6,143.00  Maximum available on top of initial award.  

Precept: £5,000.00  Budget approved by RPC (may not be needed). 

Total £12,683.20  

Estimate of “top-up” grant application to Locality required in April £2,538.35  



4. Next Steps 

 

Katie Atkinson outlined the key issues and actions for the next stage of the process as follows. 

The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) states that sites should be: 

 Suitable 

 Available; and 

 Achievable (viable). 

On the 25th October 2017, the Steering Group focussed on assessments of the eligible sites 

against the suitability criterion having established that all sites were considered to be 

‘sustainable options’. 

Each site must pass all 3 tests in order to be put forward as the preferred option in the draft 

plan. If a site fails a test, then it must be eliminated, and the next best option (alternative 

housing distributions or alternative sites) from the original site list must be assessed against the 

remaining tests.  

Going forward, the Steering Group must assess the sites against the remaining 2 criteria. 

Are they available? – The PPG says to be considered available for development, there must be 

confidence – based on the best available information, that there are no legal or ownership 

barriers to development. 

Are they achievable? – To be considered viable a site should be capable of providing a 

competitive return to the willing landowner and developer and that the site will be brought 

forward at a point of time (i.e. in the plan period). 

The Steering Group therefore, need to discuss availability with the landowners and developers 

involved. 

They will then need to prepare development briefs for each suitable site as chosen on the 25th 

October to discuss with landowners/developers the probability of being able to deliver what the 

community has asked for on site in accordance with the evidence collated to date via the various 

consultation events including the village survey and workshops. 

Only at this stage, when all 3 ‘tests’ have been passed can a site truly be considered as a 

preferred option. 

 

a) Site Assessment / Preferred Sites 

 

Following Katie Atkinson’s overview of the next steps, the chairman invited the public to raise 

any points related to site selection under this agenda item.  No time restriction was placed on 

individual contributions or on the total amount of time allocated.  The meeting did not move on 

to the next agenda item until everyone who wanted to speak had an opportunity to do so.   

 

As already noted in section 1, this was a routine Steering Group meeting rather than a public 

meeting so no special arrangements had been to make a verbatim record.  The minutes are 

based on the combined notes taken by the Chairman and Katie Atkinson.  Where points were 

raised more than once, they are not duplicated in the minutes.  

 



The Steering Group did not respond to all points raised, but agreement with a point cannot be 

inferred from this. Lack of a response means only that the Steering Group chose not to respond 

within the meeting.  

 

Resident: Is the drive for development from national or local government? 

 

Chairman: National government require councils such as HDC to plan for housing in their area.  

The 70 dwellings target arises through HDC’s response to national directives and is linked to local 

evidence collected to objectively assess district housing need. The Neighbourhood Plan target is 

set by HDC within this context. 

 

Resident:  I am worried about the future development potential. If part of the Enterpen site is 

developed more could follow – opens up a precedent for a future large development. 

 

Chairman: The NP can only look at the development needs set out in front of them now. 

 

Resident:  Why are there sites all around the parish? 

Chairman: Parish Questionnaire clearly indicated that the majority wanted development to be 

located around the village and not just in one large site, and that sites of up to 25 homes were 

preferred over larger sites. Sites must have at least 11 houses to deliver on-site affordable 

housing in accordance with planning policy.   The consensus from a community workshop 

consultation event was that 3-6 sites of 11 to 25 homes was the most appropriate strategy. 

The sites chosen to date are based on the first sift being on the ‘suitability’ criterion.  None of 

them have been ‘allocated’ officially as yet.   

Resident:  The chosen sites between Langbaurgh and Paddocks End can take much more than 70 

houses.  Why was such a big area chosen? 

 

Chairman: Only part of the area will be allocated.  Details will be worked out during the 

development of the Site Design Brief.  

Resident:  I support the Neighbourhood Plan and attended the meeting on 25th but was shocked 

by the outcome on 26th.  Since then I have looked at all sites in detail, and all the criteria, and do 

not believe consistency has been applied across all sites.  I can’t understand why and how some 

have been selected. I believe the Steering Group has favoured some views over others and have 

disregarded the proximity of some sites to amenities compared with others. None of the sites 

are located adjacent to where anyone on the Steering Group lives.  Too convenient to be just be 

a co-incidence. 

Chairman: No site is perfect and each site has pluses and minuses against them – different sites 

have different strengths and weaknesses. Have to look at overall picture not just one particular 

criterion.  There are no available infill sites in the village (we checked with landowners of sites 

proposed by the public), therefore, edge of settlement sites have to be considered.   

Mike van Geffen - Developer (Embleton Farm East):  

 Size of sites.  Can’t predict what will happen in 10 years time.  Why choose a site that will 

open the doors to future development; 



 Pipeline constraints to site.  I do not agree with this, HSE have no problem with 30 houses in 

the amber zone – so why not allocate it? 

 There are flaws in scoring system / criteria; 

 Factual inaccuracies – when reassessed Embleton Farm would be a front runner; 

 Gills – no account of people incorporating these into gardens; 

 Declaration of Interest issues – one member withdrew, one declined to vote on one site 

having offered opinions but no one else did; 

 Some sites have TPOs. 

 Don’t believe the process is impartial - will challenge decisions in any way we can. 

David Bell - Site Owner Embleton Farm East & West:  This site was scored three times with 

different results each time.  The last time being after the site selection meeting. 

Chairman:  There were changes between the initial draft and the site selection meeting arising 

from the consultation, but other changes were because the site was sub-divided.  Effectively a 

new site.  We also looked at the potential impact of additional information that was submitted 

by the developer just before the meeting.  The most favourable interpretation (for the 

developer) of the information submitted that is consistent with the criteria would not have 

resulted in the site being selected on merit. 

Enterpen Resident:  A group of us have engaged a planning consultant (Glenn McGill) to 

represent our interests.  We would like him to speak on our behalf at the meeting. He has 

produced a report and presentation (paper copies of the presentation were handed to the 

Steering Group).  

Chairman:  It is an open meeting, anyone interested can speak.  We cannot give a proper 

response in the meeting to a report we haven’t read, but we will look at his report after the 

meeting and give a response. 

Glen McGill (Consultant):  Introduced his report setting out (in brief) his opinions.  There are 

flaws in the logic of the Enterpen assessment.  Other sites scored better than the Enterpen site 

but were not selected. HDC has a robust evidence base and did not select Enterpen.  There could 

be contamination at the farmyard making viability questionable. Housing mix makes viability 

questionable. Concerned that the NP will supersede HDC if it is made.  I believe that the site 

selection is not based on robust evidence. I acknowledge it is based on the consultations. I 

believe the 5 hour session to be hurried. There should be a review of methodology and 

consultation to date. 

Embleton Farm East Developer: My site has much better access than Enterpen but has been 

scored worse.  Poor sightlines and parking problems at Enterpen. 

Resident: I believe the process has been fair and transparent and that the SG have been very 

detailed in all their consultations and advertisements to date. Concerned that almost everyone 

at the meeting was new to the NP as none of them have attended meetings before. I believe 

they are only there to complain given that there is a site near them they don’t want it to be 

developed. I want it to be recognised that the SG have done a lot of detailed work to date. 

Resident: I would like to see sites prioritised where there are natural boundaries present to 

constrain them. 



Glen McGill:  The NP could deliver their own ransom strips as part of a design brief to ensure 

that there is greater control for sites should they be developed in the future. Also suggested 

looking in to the possibility of preparing legal agreements for developers to enter into in order to 

ensure that developers delivered what they said they would. 

Various Contributors: Viability issues were discussed. 

Embleton Farm East Developer: Likes discounted to market housing for ownership/part 

ownership in preference to rented affordable housing.  Can help viability on smaller sites. More 

suited to a village like this.  He has done this elsewhere (not in Hambleton).  Thinks the 

Neighbourhood Plan should support this type of housing and push HDC to allow it.    

Chairman:  HDC do not currently have a policy on this, so there could be an issue of conformity 

with Local Plan if they do not introduce a policy in the new Local Plan.   

Resident:  The NP site selection stage had given Steering Group sleepless nights as the NP needs 

to be objective, stand up to scrutiny – by HDC, developers and an Examiner, and make sure that 

all people and views are represented as best as possible. Danger is at this stage the NP will not 

happen if it gets discredited. If there is no NP then a developer can come along and put the 

houses wherever he likes. 

Chairman:  The NP gives greater control than the HDC Local Plan, but if at any time HDC does 

not have a 5 year land supply it is difficult for HDC to refuse applications.  In this situation, the 

NP is an extra layer of protection that a developer has to get past. 

Resident:  There were conflicts of interest at the site selection meeting that weren’t declared. 

Chairman: Steering Group members are situated across the Parish with people from lots of 

different areas.  Neighbourhood Plans are prepared by members of a community and having 

people involved living near sites is inevitable.  In this context, a conflict of interest does not arise 

unless it involved a decision about allocating land in which you have an ownership interest.  

Steering Group members can abstain from decisions for personal reasons, but that doesn’t mean 

there is a conflict either. 

Resident:  I was at the meeting on the 25th.  The public speaking part was pointless as the 

Steering Group made no reference to it in the decision making that followed. Concerned that 

HDC said that access into the Langbaurgh/Garbutts Lane sites must be taken from Garbutts Lane 

only.  I gave the information to the Steering Group on the 25th – they ignored it.  Everything had 

been decided in advance. 

Resident: I didn’t know anything about the NP or any meetings.  I haven’t seen any information 

about meetings or events. (Several people agreed with the statement).  Why isn’t it publicised. 

Chairman: I don’t accept this. We have put a lot of work into communication. The 

Neighbourhood Plan has been running for 18 months – we have had an information stall on The 

Green at the 2016 and 2017 Village Events.  We have delivered 3 leaflets and a questionnaire to 

every address in the parish.  We had 400 people responding to the questionnaire.  We have 350 

signed up to our email contact list. There is a dedicated website for the Neighbourhood Plan 

linked to the Parish Council Website.  The Parish Council minutes have a section on the 

Neighbourhood Plan every month.  Events and meetings are advertised through the email list, 

the village facebook page, and on noticeboards.  



Anybody here who isn’t on the mailing list can leave their details so we can keep you up to date.  

(Only one email address was submitted). 

b) Policy Development / Plan Drafting 

 

Katie Atkinson has produced a skeleton draft for the Neighbourhood Plan which has been 

circulated within the Steering Group, but it has not yet been reviewed.   She will forward some 

further examples of site design briefs. 

 

A Steering Group working session will be arranged to generate some feedback for Katie, and 

review options for format of the site design briefs. 

 

Action: Allan Mortimer – arrange SG working session for week commencing 4th December. 

 

5. Project Plan 

 

HDC Cabinet have approved a rescheduling of the Local Plan with the principle reason being 

uncertainty over housing numbers as a consequence of proposed changes to National policy.  If 

Local Plan housing targets change, there could be ripple through impacts on Neighbourhood 

Plan targets.   

 

The draft Local Plan is not expected to be published until the middle of Q1, and preparation of 

our Basic Conditions statement is not practical until after this is published. 

 

HDC planning policy currently have resource capacity constraints following the departure of 

Caroline Skelly who will not be replaced until the New Year. HDC would be unable to review any 

draft plan we produce in the next few months. 

 

There has been slippage from our previously published schedule. Katie Atkinson has produced a 

skeleton draft for the Neighbourhood Plan policies, but no feedback has been given.  Work has 

not yet started on Site Design Briefs. 

 

In consideration of the above, it was agreed to reschedule the Neighbourhood Plan and target 

completion of a draft plan by end March and referendum by Sept.  The project plan needs to be 

updated accordingly. 

Action: Allan Mortimer – update project plan. 

We need to identify at least one other potential supplies for a Heritage Impact Assessment and 

obtain quotes. 

Action: Allan Mortimer – identify suppliers and request quotations. 

 

6. Issues To Refer To Rudby Parish Council 

Provide briefing to RPC on process / conduct concerns raised. 

7. AOB 

None 


